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Anne A .  Weissenborn, Esq. 
Senior Attorney 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20463 
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Dear Ms. Weissenborn: 
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Enclosed are the National Republican Senatorial 
Committee's response t 5  the Commission's order to submit written 
answers and the Commission's subpoena to produce documents, 
togetRer with copies sE responsive docurnenta. 

Sincerely. 
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1 in The National Republican Senatorial Committee ("Me -' 

N%zSCn) hereby responds to the order and subpoena of the 7- 
c 

Federal Election Commission (*the Commission") dated June -27, - -  - 
1% 1997, as follows: 

I. c3XmRAL OBJECTIOI!IS 

1. The W C  objects to the Commission's order and 

subpoena as moot and without any factual basis. The factual 

bases for the Commission's order and subpoena were certain 

allegedly "unanswered" questions identified in the 

Commission's "Factual and Legal Analysis. The NRSC, however, 

submitted a detailed response to these allegedly unanswered 

questions on August 26, 1997. 

2. The NRSC objects to the order and subpoena as 

wholly without legal justification. The legislative 

advertisements at issue contained neither express advocacy nor 

an "electioneering message." Even if the advertisements 

contained an "electioneering message," such messages cannot be 

limited by the Federal Election Campaign A c t  of 1971 (as 

amended) . 
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3 .  The NRSC objects to the order and subpoena 

insofar as they call fo r  the production of documents and 

information from before June 1995, when Dennis R. Rehberg 

became a candidate for the Republican Party nomination fo r  

U.S. Senate, as not reasonably likely to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. In addition. the search for  documents 

and information from this time period would be unduly 

burdensome. 

4. The NRSC objects to the order and subpoena to 

the extent they call for the production of documents or 

info-znation protected by the attorney-client privilege. 

5. The NRSC objects to the order and subpoena to 

the extenr. they call f u r  the production of documents or 

information protected by the work product doctrine. 

6. The NRSC objects to the order and subpoena to 

the extent they call for  the production o f  confidential 

political information in violation of the First Amendment. 

7. The MRSC objects to the instruction, "[slhould 

you claim a privilege or other objection with respect to any 

documents, identify each such document in sufficient detail to 

provide justification for the privilege claim or other 

objection. Each claim of privilege must specify in detail all 

grounds an which it rests," as exceeding the IflRSC's 

obligations. an Fed. R. Civ. P. 45Cd) (2). 
8 .  The NRSC objects to the order and subpoena to 

the extent they call for  the production of documents or 
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information not in the possession, custody, or control of the 

N R S C .  

9 .  The NRSC objects to the definition of 

"identify" contained in the order and subpoena as overbroad 

and unduly burdensome. 

IT. RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO SE'ECIFIC IMTERROGATORIES 

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: 

Identify by meeting all persons employed 
by, or serving as officers and/or volunteers 
with, the NRSC who attended meetings with 
Dennis R. Rehberg and/or representatives of 
Montanans for Rehberg in Washington, DC or 
elsewhere in 1995 and 1996, prior to M r .  
Rehberg's nomination to the office o f  U.S. 
Senator from the State of Montana in June, 
1996, including, but not limited to, meetings 
in July, 1995 and OR May I, 1996. 

RESPONSE : 

The NRSC objects to this interrogatory and 

incorporates General Objections Nos. 1-3, 8, and 9 by 

reference. Subject to and without waiving those objections, 

the NRSC responds as follows: 

Wes Anderson, Field Staff, 
Jo Ann Barnhart, Political Director, 
Craig Engle, General Counsel, 
Phillip Griffin, Field Staff, 
Gordon Kensley, Communications, 
John Heubusch, Executive Director, 
Priscilla Ruzzo, Finance, 
Sonny Scott, Research, and 
Greg Btrimple, Palling. 

Identify by meeting all persons employed 
by. ox se--iring as officers and/or volunteers 
with. WGnKaXWIS far Rehkrg W ~ O  tcmk part, in 
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meetings with representatives of the NRSC in 
Washington, DC or elsewhere in 1995 and 1996, 
prior to the nomination o f  Dennis R. Rehberg to 
the office of U.S. Senator from the State of 
Montana in June, 1996. 

RESPONSE: 

The NRSC objects to this interrogatory and 

incorporates General Objections Nos. 1-3, 8, and 9 by 

reference. Subject to and without waiving those objections, 

the NRSC responds as follows: 

Dennis R. Rehberg, 
Janice la. Rehberg, 
Mike Pieper, 
Tony Payton, and 
LaDonna Lee. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 3 :  

Identify all persons employed by, or 
serving as officers and/or volilnteers with, the 
NRSC who engaged in telephone and/or written 
contacts with Dennis R. Rehberg and/or 
representatives of Montanans for Rehberg in 
1995 and 1996, prior to Mr. Rehberg's 
nomination to the office of U.S. Senator from 
the State of Montana in June, 1996. 

- RESPONSE : 

The NRSC objects to this interrogatory a.nd 

incorporates General Objections Nos. : - 3 a  8 .  and 9 by 

reference. In addition, the NRSC cbjerte to this 

interrogatory as overbroad, unduly burdensme, and nor 

reasonably calculated to lead t.o t h e  disccvery of admissible 

evidence. 
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IMaCERROGATQRY NO. 4: 

Identify the production company which 
produced, in April and/or May, 1996, a radio 
advertisement supporting the candidacy o f  
Dennis R. Rehberg, one script for which 
included a disclaimer stating that the 
advertisement was being paid for by the NRSC. 

RESPONSE 2 

The NRSC objects to this interrogatory and 

incorporates General Objection Nos. 1, 8, and 9 by reference. 

Subject t0 and without waiving those objections, the NRSC 

responds, based on information and belief, as follows: 

Strategic Perceptions, Inc. 
Hollywood, California. 

- INTERXOGATORY NO. 5 :  

Identify all persons employed by, or 
serving as officers and/or volunteers with, the 
NRSC who were involved in arrangements €or a 
fundraising event held by or for Montanans for 
Rehberg at the Ronald Reagan Republican Center 
in Washington, DC on May 1, 1996. 

RESPONSE : 

The NRSC objects to this interrogatory and 

incorporates General Objections Nos. 1-3, 8, and 9 by 

reference. In addition, the PJRSC objects to the phrase 

"involved in arrangements" as vague, overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without 

waiving those objections, the NRSC responds as follows: No 

NRSC personnel, apart from those who scheduled a room and 
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arranged chairs and a table for  the event, were "involved in 

arrangements" for the fundraising event. 

KII. RESPONSES AND OBZECTIONS TO SPECIFIC DOCLINEN" REQUESTS 

REBUEST NO. 1: 

Produce all documents that in any way 
relate or refer to the production and placement 
of all advertisements run by the NRSC on radio 
and television stations in the State of Montana 
during the months of April, May and June, 1996, 
incl.uding, but not limited to, advertisements 
with scripts designated "Pay, Taxes" (Baucus) 
and 1i1974 -Baucus. 'I Documents produced should 
include, but not be I.imited to, electronic 
transfers, bank checks, radio and television 
order forms, purchase orders, invoices, 
contracts, telecommunication transmittal 
sheets, memos, telephone messages, telephone 
logs, electronic mail messages, notes, 
correspondence and memoranda. 

RESPONSE : 

The NRSC objects to this request and incorporates 

General Objection Nos. 1 - 9  by reference. Subject to and 

without waiving those objections, the NRSC will produce 

documents responsive to this request. 

REOBTEST NO. 2: 

Produce all documents that in any way 
contain, or refer or relate to, any and all 
communications and meetings in 1995 and 1996 
between any officer, employee or consultant of 
the NRSC and Dennis R. Rehberg, and/or between 
any officer, employee or consultant of the NRSC 
and any officer, employee, consultant, or 
vo'lunteer of the Montanans f o r  Rehberg 
Committee, including meetings between 
Mr. Rehberg and NRSC representatives in 
Washington, D.C. in July 1995,  and on May 1, 
1996. 
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RESPONSE : 

The NRSC objects to this request and incorporates 

General ObjecLion Nos. 1-9 by reference. In addition, insofar 

as it calls for the production of all documents that relate to 

"any and all communications" rather than documents that relate 

to meetings between Dennis R. Rehberg and the NRSC in 

Washington, the NRSC objects to this request as overbroad, 

unduly burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 

the discovery o€ admissible evidence. Subject to and without 

waiving those objections, the NRSC has made reasonable efforts 

to locate documents relating to meetings in Washington between 

Dennis R .  Rehberg or the Montanans fox Rehberg Committee and 

the NRSC. The NRSC, however, has found no such documents. 

REQUEST NC?. 3:  

Produce aJ-1 documents that in any way 
contain, i>r refer or relate to, fundraising 
events held by Montanans f o r  Rehberg in 
Washington, D.C. on Qctober 14, 1995 and 
March 21, 1996, the latter at the Ronald Reagan 
Republican Center, 425 Second Street, N.E. 

RESPONSE: 

The NRSC objects to this request and incorporates 

General Objection Nos. 1-9 by reference. Subject to and 

without waiving those objections, the NRSC will produce 

documents responsive to this request. 
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REQUEST NO. 4: 

Produce all calendars, appointment 
books and daily logs kept by or for all 
persons identified in amswer to 
Interrogatories 1 and 3 in 1995 and 1996. 

RESPONSE : 

The NRSC objects to this request and incorporates 

General Objection Nos. 1-9 by reference. Zn addition, the 

NRSC objects to this request as overly broad, unduly 

burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. 

, . .  
i- 

i.: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael A. Dawson 
COVIMGTON & BURLING 
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, DC 20004 
(202) 662-6000 

OF COUNSEL: 

Craig M. EngLe 
General Counsel 
National Republican 
Senatorial committee 

Dated: September 29, 1997 
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, OOHERAL COUNSEL 
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In the matter of 

National Republican Senatorid Co&ttee. ) MUR 4738 
r- a n  J. Stanley Nuckaby as Treasurer 1 e t m  
63 "OX 
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RESPONSE - U J  

On behalf ofthe National Republim Senatorial Cornminee ("NRSC") and J. Stanley 
Huckaby as Treasurer, i k s  submission and accompanying sworn statements and exhibits 
constitute a response to the Cornpiaim in the above-captioned mattsr. The W C  requests the 
Commission find no reason to believe the W C  violated any provision ofthe Federal Election 
Campaign Act, and close the file in this matter. 

I. me Cornolaint 

The: Comptaint in this matter essentially makes two le@ charges: the NRSC radio 
advertising h ~0~~~ should be posted to the coordinated limit for that Senate race, and the 

these claim, the Compiainant makes the foli~wifig assenians: 
C should not have used any non-federal ~ O R W  to finance the advertisements. In support of 

e fhg ads contain I "clwiy identified candidate" and an "electionehing message" as 
determined by &eEC in Advimsy Opiions 1984-15 and 1985-14, and as interpreted 
in sad F.3d 1015 (lath 
Cir. 1995). Compiaine at pages 2,3. 

e ?'he ads cannot be considered 'issue ads" because none ofthe issues contained in them 
were befii~e the Senate fer a vote during the time the ads were aired. Complaint at 
page 2. 

o The ads m o t  be considered "issue ads" because ofa "Controvenbd Advertising 
Campaign Report" fikd by KRTV, Great Falls, Montana. Complaint at page 2. 

RONALO REAGAN REPUBUCAN CENTER 
42s SECOND STREET Pd E. * WASHINGTON. DC. 20082 t202) 673-6QOQ 
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e On or about the m e  time, the NRSC prepmd and p&d for radio advertising for the 
PMY~OS of electing Dennis Rehberg to the U.S. Senate. Cornpldatt at page 2. L 

All of these legal and factual assenions are incorrect and are addressed below. 

X. Resoonse 

1. The MRSC sdvenbcmrnts do not contain any uexpress advocacyn or 
Uelestioneeaing message” as interpreted by the Commission the Courts. 

In Advisory Opinions 1984-15 a d  1985-M, the Commission announced that politicid 
party comunicarions which bear zi clearly identified candidate and an electioneering message 
must be allocated to the coordinated party expenditure limits at 2 U.S.C. 5 441a(d). 

IR those two AdVisory Opinions, the Commission held that commercials which had a 
clearly identified candidate and contained an electioneering message such as ‘‘Vote Republican” or 
‘Vute Democrat” would be subject to the Federal Election Campaign Act’s limits on party 
coordinated expenditures. The Commission also concluded that an advertisement would be 
subject to the limits without the above tag-lines if the ad had a direct reference to a 
Congressman’s campaign contributions. AQ 1985- 14, CCH 158 19 @ p. 1 1,186. 

To give flirther meaning to the Commission’s electioneering messa3e standard, individual 
Commissioners have araiculated an objective test that includes within the definition of 
“eiectioneering message” any partisan reference to votes, voting, campaigns, elections, or 
political contributions. Other Comnaiosianers have articulated a broader “purpose” test for 
deciding ifan expenditure should be docatd.  h d  as the Commission is wdl aware, there is a 
solid legal argument for replacing the electioneering message standard with an “express 
advocacy” test given the statute’s fanguage in 2 USC 8 44 I b(a) and Q 44 la(dd). * Federal Election 
commission v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life. he ,  479 W.S. 238 (1986). 

Laving that debate aside, ail four ofthe NRSC’s advertisements do not contain any 
express advocacy or electionee~ng message regardless of which test, replation, or Advisory 
opinion the Commission may use.’ 

In each instance the NRSC’s ad focuses on the verifiable legislative record ofan 
~~ 

’ Thc complaint makes severai &r f;rclual notations repding the mvcl or campaign fundraising of Dennis 
Rchberg. The baRsC lnas no knowledge or comment abut these facts whieh are not ~ln.anr  10 answering the 
charge in this complaint regarding OW issut ach’erPising. 
“The Complaint urges Ihe Commission to UK the b r d  talionale of the United States Coun of Appeals for the 
10th Circuit in 
?.he Cocan ofApp& [has k n ]  vaaied” by the Supreme Corn in Colorado Rcaublican Fedcyal Carnoaim 
c-c 95489 dip  op. at 20 ( J w  26. 1%). Accordingly. the Circuit’s decision la& any 

v. Colorado Regublifan kdsral Cammaim Cornmiltee to decide thk case. FIhat “judgment of 

P1ge 2 a i 6  
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incumbent federal officeholder. Each reference to a Fact or vote abau: that oilkehslder is 
documented by official sources, including the CQ reeord of votes in rbhe United %ateti Senate. 
These factual backgrounds (or “grids”) are provided to the television or radio stations in advanre 
of airing the ads.‘ Many stations require these grids to verify the accuracy o fa  political ad before 
they will agree to broadcast them. In no case were any of the NRSC’s ads in Montana not 
broadcast due to any inaccuracy. 

Finally, and in every case. the IdltzSC’s legislative advocacy spots end with an express call 
for the Iistener to take the specific. non-electord action o f  contacting his or her oficeholder and 
urging him to take action on a specific, pending legislative proposal. In the ads, the legislative 
action being encouraged relates to the issues, official votes, or conduct discussed in the text ofthe 
ad. Importantly, and contrary to the unresezched allegation in the Complaint, all the Ieghlative 
proposals being advanced in the I”RSC Iegisiative advocacy spots are live, pending issues before 
the United Stases Senate. &g Exhibit C which denotes the Senate Majority Leader’s legislative 
calendar far the sme time period that the NRSC’s ads \ ere being aired. 

For example, the NRSC television ad “1974-Baucus” restates issues of fact regarding 
Uni~ed States debt and population figures for 1974 and 1996 from the Statistical Abstract ofthe 
United States. It dso accurately recounts documented federal tax and Congressional pay 
increases during the last two decades. The ad closes with a direct plea for listeners to contact 
Senator Baucus and tell him to vote for the Majority’s plan to balance the budget. According to 
the Majority Leader’s cdendar. the Senate was alerted to expect a vote on reconsideration ofthe 
Balanced Budget at some point in the month ofApril, and votes on the Budget Resohfion were 
scheduled throughout May. 

The same matomy holds true for all other NRSC ads as well. Each spot recounts issues 
of fact, accurately documents Congressiond votes. and ends with concrete non-eleceoral 
advocacy on pending legislative business. In no case are any words, phrases, OP themes in 
connection with an election used in the spots. In fact. candidates of our party are not informed, 
or consulted. in fashioning the content or timing of the MISC’s legislative advocacy program. 
The timing is solely within the discretion ofthis Committee and is dictated to us by the 
COngreSSiGnd calendar. 

Not only are the contents ofour legis1ative ads non-electoral, but their purpose is non- 
electoral as well. Each of the issues discussed in the NRSC’s ads are important issues of the day 
in Moneana. Term Ilrmits, budget deficits and tax increases are regularly covered or editorialized 
in the Montana press.’ it is important far this Committee to tend its voice and opinion to the 
debate on these subjects, and encourage the citizens. officeholders. md media in Montana to 
support our platfom. 

In sum. no M S C  legislative advocacy advertisement meets, or even comes close to any 
conceivable definition of “express advocacy” ar an “electioneering message” in connection with a 
general election. Therefore, the ldRSG will not report the costs associated with these ads as 

‘ An example of this “grid” documentation 15 providcd as Exhibit B. ’ See Eshjbil D for pres norits and rditords rclating to Lhe same (ssues slixusxd in our legislative ads 
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“coordinated party expenditures.” 

Further, the M s C ’ s  ads are cornpietety within the Kepublicm National Committee’s six 
factud proffers in Advisory Qpinion Request 19195-25, as reprinted on pages one and two of the 
Consmission’s Opinion. A 0  1995-25, CCM @ p. 12,108. As such, the Commission considers the 
costs incurred with these ads to quali& as “administrative expenses” or “generic voter drive 

and “Itjhus, such costs should be aklocated in accordance with 11 CFR $ 186.5.” AdVi~~ry  
Qpinion 1995-25 az GCH 7 6162 p. 12,159. Accordingly. and directly contrary to the allegation 
raised in the complaint, it is a pehfecnly legid and Co&ssion-approved practice for the NRSC to 
use our defined ratio of federal and non-federal funds to pay fw the costs incurred in prepahg 
these ads. 

r .  

i 
.~ . .  2. The Controversial Advertising Campaign Report was not prepared by, or 

per the instruction of, the NWC 5r any o f  its agents. 

The Complaint makes the false claim that in “The Controversial Advenising Campaign 
Report submitted & KWTV in Great Falls. [the] MSC admits the purpose of the ads is to 
advocate the defeat of Senator Max Baucus.’* Complaint at p. 2. (emphasis added.) 

The Controversial Advtnising Campaign Report was &@ submitted to KRTV by the 
NRSC. Nor was it submitted to KRTY by my other person or pursuant to any instruction or 
understanding with the M S C .  Instead, the Report was filled Q U ~  

Peterson. (See Exhibir E). Mr. Peterson completed his station’s fom on his own initiative 
without consultation with the W.SC or any of its agents. No one at the NRSC saw that %om 
prior to it being placed by KXTV into its public tile. 

HURTV President Bill 

When the General Counsel ofthe NXSC was informed (which was before the NRSC 
received notice ofthis complaint) that KRrV placed an ~ ~ T - O ~ ~ X Y J S  description of an WjRSC ad in 
the station’s public file, irmnrediate action was undertaken to E Q I T ~ C ~  the public record. The 
NfasC’s media buyer (Multi Media) ~ m m e d ~ a ~ e ~ y  contacted the KRTQ station manager who 
achowiedged and camected his error by substituting his original draft with a revision dated 
5/24/96 correctly stating that the television ads are for “the passage of the GQP Balanced Budget 
Proposal. viewers to call Senator Baucuo and support the measure.’* 

Accordingly, the Ad Report at issue has no bearing on the content of the ad or the 

NlRSC sec: it or approve It. Quite the contrany, when the repon was shown to the NRSC, 
kmdiate steps were taken by Fhe h l R X  to correa the station manager’s mistaken entry in his 
public record. Again, the description in the ori&I Ad Report does not change the content of the 
a& nor supply an elecaionegflng message in it. Because the Ad Report was prepared outside the 
control of the NRSC, this Convnittee cannot be legally bound by a third party’s description of our 

C’s purpose in mnrjng it. The Report was not prepared by the NRSC, nor did anyone at the 
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ads. nor can the MtSC’s coordinated expenditure authority be controlled by it. A! parties 
involved in this response agrae the first Ad Repon was mistaken, is now superseded, and that it 
should have no bearing on the Comksioa’s deckion in this matter. Exhibit F which is the 
sworn statement ofDwight Sterling, the MSC’s media buyer and consultant for these ads, 
declaring the recitation contsined in Section II 2 of this response to be a true and accurate 
description ofthe facts. 

3. The NWC has not prepared o r  paid Tor radio ads for the purpose of electing 
Dennis Rehbesg to U.S. Senate. 

The complaint idso miseakenly alleges the NRSC has prepared and paid for radio ads 
advocating Dennis Rehberg for W.S. Senate during the m e  time phis Comdtee was airing its 
iegisiarive advocacy spots. The charge is completely incorrect. 

The NPiSG has not and did not pla& prepare. consult OK, pay for. or even consider 
running radio spots for ]Dennis Rehberg during the time in question. The ads attached to the 
complairrt were compleeely within the conero! ofthe Rehberg committee and were not approved 
by, or even shown to, the NRSC prior to being aired by the Rehbers Committee. In fan, there 
was no coordination between the NRSC and the Rehberg campaign about the Rehberg 
campaign’s decision to broadcast radio spots: all of their advertising occurred before the Montana 
primary on June 4, 1996, and the NaSC adhered to its long-standing policy of not becoming 
involved in contested Republican psimaries. 

instead, the Rehberg campaign aired their radio spots for their own reasons. namely that 
their primary opponent had just contributed S100.000 to his campaign committee and launched an 
agsressive media campaign. The Rehberg Committee’s decision PO launch their own media effort 
was only in direct response to their primary opponent’s campaign; their ads were 
coordination with the NRSC’s legislative advocacy since the Rehberg Committee had no prior 
knowledge of, and were asked not to consent to, the NRSC’s own kgisiative advocacy program. 

Further, the Complaint’s Exhibit F which purports to show the NRSC prepared and paid 

done in 

for Rehberg’s radio advertisements is equally fdse. The NRSC did not authorize the use of its 
nme in any advenisements in Montana other than the Iegkiative advocacy scripts noted in 
pan II 1 ofthis response, nor did the NRSC pay for the Piring ofany ads which may have 
mistakenly borne its m e .  

Just as with the incorrect Controversial Ad Report noted above, the M S C  discovered and 
coneaed a third party’s disclaimer emor prior to being notifid of this Complaint. On or around 
May 15. 1996, the NRSC General Counsel was made aware that certain radio spots in Montana 
incorrectly bore the NwSC’s diacl~mer. Stations were irnmediatefy notified that ads with the 
incorrect disclaimer should be immediately taken off the air. 

The disclaimer ~ K O ?  ocmmed because Fred Davis. a member ofthe prduaion C Q ~ P ~ Y  

hired by the Rehbeq campaign to produce its ads, made on his own initiative two versions ofthe 
same spot: one with a Rehberg disclaimer and one with an NRSC disclimer. (See Exhibit G). 



i r  

Apparently, the preparation of duplicate arsS is a a m o n  practice in the political industry. Fhis 
dlows media b u m  to more quickly put diEerent ads into play in case of an unanticipated change 
in trafEc, ibancirag or sponsorship ofthe ads. The problem W~LE the NRSC-diselairner 
a ~ v ~ i ~ ~ ~  was incorrectly put into play by radio stations even through no one at the NRSC 
authorized the produaion, use, or airing of any radio advmising with (or for that matter. 
without) our disclaimer. SirnilarSy, no one within the Rchbwg committee, including i ts media 
consultant or its media placement service authorired the airing of any advertisements using the 
EJraSC disclaimer. The error was made s~lely by radio d o n s  themselves. 

As proof of the above, attached to this submission as Exhibit G is an exchange of 
correspondence, fkxes, and radio o r d m  r r iah~g  clear that 4 Wehberg advertising should only 
bear the Rehberg discclaimer. Also attached as Exhibit M is the sworn statement of Mike Pieper, 
C m p a i g  Manager for the Rehberg Committee, dedaring the recitation contained in Section I1 3 
of this response to be a true and accurate description of the facts. 

IECanclusiar~ 
Bas& on the foregoing the NWSC respecttidly requests the Federal Election Commission 

find no reason to believe &hiis Committee violated any provision a f f e d e d  election law regarding 
the iwes put forth in the Complaint. Au1 advertisements aired by this Committee meet the stria 
r e q u ~ ~ r n ~ n ~ s  of”iegisiaive advocacy” and do not contain any ‘“express advocacy” or 
“electioneering message.” The indls were properly financed and were issue-oriented. They were 
not for the purpose ofclecting or defeasing any candidate and were not executed in consultation 
with the Rehberg Comictee. 

Further, the erraneous Controversial Ad Report and incorrect disclaimer on the Rehberg 
radio ads bear no relation so the legal issues ofthis w e .  In fact, they are irrelevant emois by 
third pmies outside the control of thk Committee. 

ResDectfbllv submitted. 

Ganeral Counsel W 

Exhibits as stated 
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